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AT&T! hereby replies to the Comments filed on Phase II issues set out in Assigned

Commissioner’s Ruling (“ACR”) of October 5, 2007.2

I. INTRODUCTION

In several decisions the Commission has reached conclusions on a variety of issues that
form the foundation for the Phase II issues now before the Commission:

e The telecommunications market is competitive.’

e The Commission will not exercise price regulation of ILEC residential basic
exchange service.*

e The residential basic exchange rate freeze will be lifted for AT&T and Verizon on
January 1, 2008 and SureWest and Frontier on January 1, 2009.”

e After a phase-in of increases to rate caps for basic exchange service, full pricing
flexibility is granted.®

e A reasonable proxy of affordability for basic service is $36.”

e Irrespective of § 739.3 and its expiration on January 1, 2009, the Commission has
independent authority to maintain a fund to support universal service.®

e The Fund will not be eliminated, but will continue to support universal service.’

e HM 5.3 will be used to update proxy costs for high-cost census block groups.'’

" AT&T California (U 1001 C); AT&T Advanced Solutions Inc. (U 6346 C); AT&T Communications of California
(U 5002 C); TCG San Francisco (U 5454 C); TCG Los Angeles, Inc. (U 5462 C); TCG San Diego (U 5389 C);
AT&T Mobility LLC (New Cingular Wireless PCS, LLC (U 3060 C); Cagal Cellular Communications (U 3021 C);
Santa Barbara Cellular Systems Ltd. (U 3015 C); and Visalia Cellular Telephone Company (U 3014 C)).

? By ALJ Ruling dated November 15, 2007, the date for replies was set for November 28, 2007.

* Re Rulemaking to Assess and Revise the Regulation of Telecommunications Utilities, Decision No. 06-08-030,
Opinion, 2006 WL 2527822 (Cal.P.U.C. Aug. 24, 2006), mimeo, pp. 4, 28, 117, 265 (Findings of Fact 50-51).

*1d. at 152.

> D.07-09-020, mimeo, p. 133 (O.P. 6).

°Id. atO.P. 7.

" Id. at 124 (Finding of Fact 13).

¥ Id. at 28-29.

1d.

1 Id. at 134 (O.P. 13(a)).



A number of parties collaterally attack these conclusions or ignore them in their answers to the
ACR’s questions. The Commission has not invited parties to re-litigate these issues in Phase II,
and thus they cannot be modified as result of these parties’ comments.''

It is possible for reverse auctions to provide market-driven solutions to the problem of
providing proper support for universal service. But if the “reserve” or initial support to be made
available is not enough, the auction process will fail and will only show the support level is too
low. We note that very few competitive carriers found it worthwhile to become Carriers of Last
Resort (“COLRs”) when the support was more than 13 times greater than it will become July 1,
2009. It is hard to envision a situation of robust interest in an auction to become a COLR when
the total Fund is in the area of $30 million and not more than $400 million, as it is in 2007."

Moreover, as parties argued in their initial comments in 2006, costs and locations of high-
cost customers have changed since 1996. For the auction to match costs and customers in high-
cost areas today, the first step should be to identify support based on HM 5.3 and updated
customer locations. This can be done quickly by relying on the Commission’s prior work on
HM 5.3.

AT&T does not oppose broadening the participants providing universal service.
However, the Commission must ensure that all participants are held to the same service
standards. Being a COLR means every customer in the geographic area is entitled to quality
service at their home, not pretty good service to most of the high-cost customers. AT&T notes
that certain wireless carriers’ claims of ability to serve and prices they charge are not at the
service levels demanded of a COLR.

Finally, meaningful increases to the basic residential rate must be implemented and caps

must be lifted quickly. Customer choices and benefits are skewed while caps remain. The

' Section 1708 requires notice and opportunity to be hard before the Commission modifies previous orders.

2 AT&T’s estimate of the size of the Fund as of July 1, 2009, differs from that in D.07-09-020 because it appears
that estimates in D.07-09-020 do not take into account the effects of all the changes ordered therein. Namely, it
appears that the reduction in the support caused by using the $36 benchmark in calculating both high cost lines and
the support was not reflected. When $36 is used to calculate the support, AT&T’s draw will not be the
approximately $6.5 million, but will be below $2 million per month. Based on this corrected draw for AT&T, the
total Fund size as of July 1, 2009 will be in the area of $30 million annually.



regulation of rates must not extend for more than two years after January 1, 2009. That would be

more than 4 years after the Commission found the market competitive.

II. RESPONSE TO AUCTION PROPOSALS

In its opening comments, AT&T California presented detailed responses to the
Commission’s questions on how best to implement a reverse auction process. The core
principles of AT&T California’s proposal are:

= The auction should be open to all providers for all technologies (subject, of course, to
reasonable threshold requirements like financial fitness and compliance with service
quality standards).

= The requirements of being a COLR and receiving Fund support must be clearly defined
before the auction, so that service providers can make informed decisions about

(1) whether to participate in the auction and (ii) how much to bid.

=  While the Commission should consider a limited pilot program on an interim basis, the

Commission should proceed with the update of costs using HM 5.3 (as planned in the

Phase I decision) to make the statewide determination of which areas will be subject to

the auction, and the initial bid amount.

= The outcome of the auction must be clear: that one carrier (the auction winner) will

undertake the obligation of being a COLR and obtain the benefit of Fund support.

The other parties’ comments reflect a general consensus on a few broad principles, most
notably that all technologies should be eligible to participate. When it comes to the details of
carrying out the auction, though, the only consensus is that there are numerous issues that the
parties and the Commission have not addressed and must address. The comments do not offer

specific proposals for resolving those issues; instead, some comments suggest that the



Commission conduct a workshop, while DRA proposes that the Commission begin with a
limited pilot project to work out the details before implementing reverse auctions on a statewide
level. AT&T has similarly advocated a pilot project, and does not object to a workshop per se
(so long as the issues and the procedure for resolving them are clearly defined going in). AT&T
suggests that a straw proposal from the assigned office or ALJ may best focus such a workshop.
But the larger point, as AT&T has shown and as the other parties’ comments serve to re-
emphasize, is that the Commission should proceed with caution.

In the remainder of this section, AT&T California responds to comments regarding the
auction process and outcome. In Section II, AT&T California addresses the improper attempts
by some parties to collaterally attack the Commission-approved HM 5.3 model for updating
costs.

A. The Auction Winner Must Undertake The Obligation To Be A COLR — Not
Foist Its Obligations On The Incumbent.

Whatever process details the Commission may adopt for the auction itself, the most
important point is to make clear what the outcome of the auction must be. After the auction is
concluded, the winning bidder must assume the COLR obligation for the area or areas in
question: the obligation to offer and be ready to provide the required minimum level of service
to all potential customers in the area defined. The basic quid pro quo that underlies the Fund —
and must underlie any auction for Fund support — is that a provider obtains the benefit of support
in exchange for undertaking the obligation to be the COLR. The previous COLR’s obligations
as a COLR and receipt of Fund support should therefore expire as soon as the new COLR’s term
begins (subject to a short transition period, as AT&T proposed in its opening comments).

Accordingly, the Commission should reject the proposals of DRA (at 14-15) and Sprint

(at 22) that the incumbent LEC be required to give the winning bidder access to the ILEC’s



facilities on terms imposed by the Commission. For starters, as AT&T showed in its opening
comments, the incumbent’s duties to provide access are governed by federal law, and the
Commission is not free to overwrite federal law. In particular, any attempt to impose a TELRIC-
priced access requirement where the FCC has rejected such a requirement (as Sprint appears to
advocate at pages 22-23 of its Comments) would be contrary to, and preempted by, federal law.

In addition, the DRA/Sprint approach destroys the essence of the Fund. Under their
proposed regime, the winning bidder in a reverse auction would obtain the benefit of Fund
support without really undertaking the obligation to be a COLR, because it will have foisted the
real work and cost of being a COLR on the ILEC. Conversely, the ILEC will be forced to do the
same work it was required to do and incur the same costs it was required to incur as a COLR —
building and maintaining available facilities to serve all potential customers in high-cost areas —
while losing Fund support to another provider. Such a result is inherently unfair,
anticompetitive, and contrary to the entire nature of the Fund. It would invite carriers to turn the
Fund into a money-making arbitrage, by using the ILEC’s facilities at a low, state-imposed price
to obtain payments from the Fund without undertaking any of the real costs associated with
being a COLR and being ready to serve all customers. Payments from the Fund are designed to
compensate the COLR for the costs that it incurs to be ready to provide service — not to subsidize
a carrier for buying facilities at a state-imposed discount while another carrier bears the real costs
of providing service.

DRA’s purported caveat (at 15) that the ILEC and the auction winner could “[o]f course”

negotiate a rate other than the one set by the State is illusory. Once the State sets a default price,



it will have placed a proverbial thumb on the scales and interfered with any negotiation that
would otherwise have taken place."

The DRA/Sprint proposal would also subvert the entire auction process. Some providers
would undoubtedly make bids that are not based on real-world costs of serving high-cost areas,
but instead based on the artificial, regulated price of using the incumbent’s facilities. Those
providers would have an unfair and completely artificial advantage in bidding against providers
(particularly providers using alternative technologies) that have made real investments and done
real work in building real networks. Worse, carriers that obtain forced access from the
incumbent and receive the additional subsidy of Fund support would have an unfair and
completely artificial advantage in competing against the incumbent and alternative facilities-
based providers in the marketplace. One of the essential points of the Commission’s revisions to
Fund B is that real-world, competitive alternatives exist throughout the State. The Commission’s

decision here should take advantage of that competition — not subvert it through regulation.

B. Response To Other Comments On The Auction Process

Instead of helping to answer the questions for which the Commission sought answers —
namely, how to implement the auction — several commenters seek to use the auction as a pretext
for imposing new regulations on the incumbents, new windfalls for themselves, or arbitrary
reductions in the Fund. None of their proposals has any merit.

1. In some cases, a qualifying auction bidder may ask for less support than is currently
provided to the COLR for a given high-cost area. Obviously, the winning bidder should become
the COLR and the support for the area it bid on should be reduced. But CCTA (at 3) wants to do
something radically different. CCTA contends that if the auction reduces support in some areas,

the Commission should also reduce support in other areas where there were no lower bids (based

" Wisconsin Bell, Inc. v. Bie, 340 F.3d 441 (7th Cir. 2003), cert. denied, 540 U.S. 1142 (2004).



on the ratio of the winning bid to the previous support amount in the areas that were auctioned).
There would be no basis for such a reduction. A winning bid for one area says nothing about
other areas. It means only that in one particular area, one provider was willing for some business
reason to accept less support to be the COLR. There is no way to know whether that provider (or
any other) has the same network facilities in any other area, or the same willingness to serve as a
COLR at the same price. CCTA is simply speculating that if support for one or more areas is
reduced, support for other areas is overstated. But the only way to know what the support should
be in any given area is to complete a cost study and then conduct an auction for that particular
area. Support for universal service is too important to leave to the realm of arbitrary guesswork.

2. T-Mobile (at 3) and Sprint (at 15) improperly suggest that support be limited to low-
income, high-cost customers (rather than high-cost areas). Such comments are simply another
reiteration of the “income test” for support that the Commission properly rejected in its Phase I
decision. As the Commission recognized, “a test based upon per-capita income is not a practical
tool . . . the administrative difficulties of establishing one would outweigh any benefits.”"*

3. Cox suggests (at 2) that the winning bidder should not really win anything; instead,
multiple other providers would be able to receive the same support for providing service in the
designated area. That is untenable. The only provider that should receive the benefits of being a
COLR is the one that undertakes the obligations of being a COLR — not by picking off the
customers it likes in a given area, but making itself ready to serve all customers in that area. If
the Fund were to support carriers that do not win the reverse auction, there would be no incentive
for any carrier to participate in the auction in the first place.

4. Sprint argues (at 22) that the incumbent LEC should be required to divulge its future
plans for prices in high-cost areas as part of the auction. Sprint may like to have access to a
principal competitor’s confidential business plans — while keeping its own plans secret — but

there is no legal basis for such an anticompetitive approach. The Commission has held that all

D.07-09-020, mimeo, p. 91.



telecommunications markets in California are fully competitive. Once the old rate freezes are
phased out, the incumbent must receive the same pricing freedom that its competitors have: it
can either participate in the auction (and voluntarily commit to a specific price if it wins) or
choose not to participate and keep full pricing freedom. Further, the intent of the auction is to
establish a COLR, which will then have the responsibility to serve all customers in the
designated area at a price voluntarily assumed in advance. If the incumbent chooses not to
participate, though, there is no basis for the Commission to continue regulating it as if it were
still a COLR.

5. AT&T has demonstrated that the Commission should update the requirements for
basic service so that all technologies may participate in the reverse auction. Sprint, meanwhile,
contends (at 30) that wireless and VoIP providers should simply receive special blanket
exemptions from most of the basic service requirements, while other providers would remain
saddled by the old requirements. (Sprint’s bias towards wireless and VolIP is hardly surprising,
given that Sprint is a wireless carrier.) The requirements of basic service must apply equally to
all carriers, and if those requirements are modified or lifted for some carriers they must be
modified or lifted for all carriers. Sprint’s biased proposal violates the requirement that universal
service programs be competitively neutral.

6. The Commission should utterly reject Sprint’s proposal to reduce support as the cap
on basic service rates is increased. Increasing the cap only means that a COLR could raise its
rates, not that it has raised its rates. If a COLR actually raises its rates, its support would
automatically be reduced under the current Fund formula, and a second reduction would be
improper double-counting. Conversely, if a COLR decides not to raise its rates all the way up to
the cap, it should hardly be punished by the loss of Fund support in the manner Sprint suggests.
In any event, when the final changes are implemented in July of 2009, $36 will be used to
calculate support.

7. The Commission should likewise reject T-Mobile’s proposal (at 3) that no subsidy be

provided until an auction request is made. That proposal would arbitrarily and unlawfully



terminate support in current high-cost areas, and hold the COLR hostage to the auction process.
The only lawful bases for terminating support are (i) if the cost study update proves that the area
is no longer a high-cost area, (ii) if and when a new COLR takes over as a result of the auction,
or (iii) if the existing COLR states that it is willing to remain as a COLR without any support.

8. The Commission should not adopt TURN’s suggestion (at 13) that if no bidders
materialize, the existing COLR (that being the ILEC) must continue to meet the COLR
obligation. Customers have a multitude of options for service, even in high cost areas. If no
bidders materialize, it is because the Fund as structured is not providing enough support. If that
is borne out by the facts, it is not appropriate to then continue the COLR obligation on ILECs
while the support structure is shown to be inadequate. Rather, if such events occur, the support
structure should be reviewed.

9. DRA (at 9) posits that ILECs, even if they are not COLRs, can provide a “safety net”
because they will still have to provide 911 access to all customers so they meet the obligations of
section 2883. DRA acknowledges section 2883 only applies where there are existing facilities.
If the ILEC is not the COLR, the ILEC may not have facilities to all customers and, therefore,
911 access will not be provided by the ILEC. DRA’s alleged “safety net” is illusory.

III. RESPONSE TO COST STUDY ISSUES

The Commission’s Phase I Decision concluded (at 109) that “the costs of the ILEC
network continue to be acceptable, at least in the near term, as a basis for updating the high cost
proxy” and that “the HM 5.3 model offers the best choice among the available options” for that
update. No party sought rehearing of that decision. Several commenters nonetheless continue to
litigate the issue as if the Commission did not decide anything. Most of their comments consist
of blatant, improper collateral attacks on HM 5.3 — arguments the Commission already heard and
rejected in Phase I. One of the Commission’s reasons for choosing HM 5.3, which the
Commission approved for use in the recent AT&T and Verizon UNE cost proceedings, was to
avoid costly and time-consuming relitigation. The Commission should not even entertain such

improper attacks on its Phase I decision.



To take the leading example, consider the contention of DRA and Time Warner that the
HM 5.3 is based on the incumbents’ networks, which they assert are “obsolete.” The
Commission heard these arguments in Phase I. While the Commission recognized that HM 5.3
was not “ideal” because it does not model alternative networks, it still decided that the ILEC
networks and HM 5.3 were the best available option. The network model for HM 5.3 is hardly
obsolete: It is a “least cost” network that is not copper-only or “voice centric” but includes
capabilities for a host of advanced services like DSL and high-capacity services. Further, the
HM 5.3 network includes fiber optics in the feeder plant, plus digital loop carrier (DLC)
equipment.

More fundamentally, the commenters are missing the point: The Commission is not
using HM 5.3 alone to determine support, but instead plans to use HM 5.3 as the starting point
for the reverse auction. If alternative technologies really are more efficient that the incumbents’
networks, providers using those alternative technologies will bid down the initial support amount
calculated by HM 5.3. Thus, as the Commission acknowledged, “the marketplace” will
ultimately “determine the appropriate B-Fund support level based upon the least-cost technology
delivered by the COLR that can most efficiently offer universal service access in a given area.”"”

The commenters’ proposals to arbitrarily adjust the HM 5.3 result are no better than their
collateral attacks on the Commission’s decision to adopt HM 5.3. Time Warner (at 1-2)
proposes a “heads I win, tails you lose” cost update proceeding: Under Time Warner’s
approach, the Commission would adhere to HM 5.3 for any area where it says that support
should go down, but ignore HM 5.3 for any area where its says that support should go up. Such
an approach is clearly untenable. The Commission has been given the statutory responsibility to
update costs, and it has adopted HM 5.3 as the best available model to carry out that task. It
would be manifestly improper to adopt HM 5.3 only in the areas that yield a result that one party

likes, or to maintain a decade-old cost study in other areas simply because one party likes the

15 D.07-09-020, mimeo, p. 109.
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decade-old result better. Moreover, it would be impossible to implement Time Warner’s system
in practice, because the new update would be done on the new map of Census Block Groups. It
would be an administrative nightmare to compare the results of the update to an old set of results
that was calculated on an entirely different map, or to determine the areas where support has
gone up or down.

For the same reason, the Commission should likewise reject Sprint’s presumption (at 19-
20) that costs have gone down, and its proposal that the Commission use the existing support
(reduced by an arbitrary percentage) as a cap on the support calculated by HM 5.3. Sprint is
simply persisting in pure speculation without any evidentiary support. The Commission must
instead look at the evidence, which will come when the cost study update is complete, to
determine whether costs have increased or decreased. There is no basis for choosing Sprint’s
conclusory statements over the evidence produced by an accepted least-cost model.

Equally improper is DRA’s proposal that the Commission adopt a hypothetical “average”
wireless rate as the cap on HM 5.3. The Commission recognized in its Phase I Decision (at 108)
that “we cannot rely upon basic wireless rate levels . . . as the basis for capping high cost proxy
levels.” If a real wireless provider is qualified, ready, and able to serve as a COLR at a better
price than HM 5.3 — while meeting the necessary service quality standards for basic service — it
can participate in the reverse auction and thereby cap the support amount. But there is no basis
for using some assumed, Aypothetical wireless provider to cap the result that the evidence
provides.

The Commission should also reject DRA’s proposal (at 2) that the Fund cap support at
the level of operations and maintenance cost. As AT&T showed in its opening comments, that
proposal is directly contrary to the Consensus Costing Principles and would guarantee that

carriers will not be compensated for the cost of facilities deployment.
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IV.  RESPONSE TO RATE CAP PROPOSALS

AT&T proposed meaningful, but reasonable, increases to its caps for basic residential
service. The proposed increases are merely to achieve parity, over a two year period, with what
other ILECs already charge their customers for the same service. No party can seriously claim
such rates, already being charged and charged for so long, are unreasonable. Further, no party
can reasonably argue that increasing such caps over two years will cause “rate shock,” given that
on January 1, 1995 — more than a dozen years ago — Verizon’s basic service instantly went up
$6.05 to $17.25."° The Commission has concluded that “throughout their service territories and
for both business and residential services,” the URF ILECs “lack the market power needed to
sustain prices above the levels that a competitive market would produce.”'” Further, the
Commission has recognized that “[p]rice controls skew competitors’ interests, and they
discourage true intermodal competition for voice services, including basic residential service.”"®
The caps for AT&T California’s basic service, which the Phase I decision recognizes as among
the lowest in the nation,"” must go up meaningfully and quickly so that the benefits of the
competitive market are realized. A number of competitors propose immediate pricing freedom
for basic residential service, and their arguments have substantial merit.*’

In contrast, TURN, DRA, and SureWest propose wholly inadequate price cap increases
that ignore the market and Commission orders. TURN continues its arguments that caps need to
be imposed and that an investigation into affordable rates must first be conducted. These
proposals have been rejected. The Commission has already decided that once the caps are
reached, full pricing flexibility is granted.”’ TURN proposes that caps go up only by GDP-PI,

which is running only slightly more than 2% annually. Alternatively, TURN proposes caps to

1 Re Alternative Regulatory Frameworks for Local Exchange Carriers, Decision No. 94-09-065, Interim Opinion,
56 Cal. P.U.C.2d 117 (Sept. 15, 1994), mimeo, p. 46.

7D.06-08-030, mimeo, p. 117.

¥ Id. at 152.

' D.07-09-020, mimeo, p. 98.

2 See, e.g., Sprint, pp. 26-27.

21 D.07-09-020, mimeo, p. 133 (O.P. 8).
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increase by “at most, 10% per year, over a five year period.””* This is wholly inadequate, failing
to recognize that AT&T California’s (and Verizon’s) rates have not increased in over a dozen
years, and ignoring that AT&T California’s rates are significantly too low as compared to other
carriers in California and the country. A five-year transition to full pricing flexibility is simply
too long and unsupported. More than a year ago, the Commission found the telecommunications
market to be competitive; yet ILEC basic rates will be frozen for a full two years thereafter.
Maintaining price controls, with minimal increases per year permitted through 2013, is really a
repudiation of the Commission’s findings.

TURN and DRA also propose that geographic price controls remain. The proposal to
constrain geographically disparate rates is contrary to the Commission’s lifting of the
requirement for average rates and contrary to the conclusion that at the culmination of the
transitional caps, “COLRs shall be granted full flexibility to adjust basic rates.””

DRA also proposes the Commission set a “maximum” rate cap based on affordability.
The Commission has already rejected such price regulation.* DRA proposes an interim rate cap
set at SureWest’s state tariff rate for flat rate residential service, “gradually allowing other
carriers to increase rates . . . to that level.”” DRA proposes that the cap increase at most $2 per
year up to $18.90. DRA posits that $2 per year is an “essential minimum curb on potential rate
shock.”® DRA ignores that AT&T California’s rate has been below market levels for a very
long time and is among the lowest in the country. The last increase was more than twelve years
ago. Also, in 1995, the increases to AT&T California’s basic rate and Verizon’s were $2.90 and
$6.05 — at once. Thus, DRA’s $2 “minimum curb has been conclusively proven to be
unnecessary. Also it is not just the state tariffed rate for the ILECs that must be considered;
customers really pay a state rate and a federal rate for basic service. The cap must include

consideration of both charges. Thus, as AT&T proposed, AT&T California’s rate cap (including

*2 TURN, p. 49.
3 D.07-09-020, mimeo, p. 133 (O.P. 8).
24
Id.
2 DRA, p. 27.
0 Id. at 29.
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the state and federal charges) should go to $25.40 (SureWest’s state plus federal charges) over a
two-year period, after which full flexibility is achieved.

SureWest’s proposal (at 2) that all ILECs be limited to “$2 per step” increases has the
same flaws and wholly ignores that its prices, being 68% higher than AT&T California’s,
mandate that AT&T California’s caps move significantly more than SureWest’s.

Verizon’s proposal (at 23-24) for AT&T California’s transition target cap of $25.66 has
merit, but the three-year transition is too long. Basic rates will have been frozen for more than
two years after pricing flexibility was found by the Commission to be the correct policy and
dictated by market conditions. A further transition of three years means the market is distorted
and price controls remain for over 5 years after the URF Phase I decision. As Verizon points
out, past increases ordered by the Commission for basic service have been as high as $6.05;
getting to Verizon’s or AT&T’s proposed cap in two years would require lower increases than

what the Commission has already found reasonable.
Dated at San Francisco, California, this 28th day of November 2007.
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DAVID P. DISCHER
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711 VAN NESS AVENUE, SUITE 350
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102

REGINA COSTA
THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK
711 VAN NESS AVENUE, SUITE 350

ALOA STEVENS

FRONTIER, A CITIZENS COMMUNICATIONS CO.
PO BOX 708970

SANDY, UT 84070-8970

ESTHER NORTHRUP
COX COMMUNICATIONS
5159 FEDERAL BLVD.
SAN DIEGO, CA 92105

ELAINE M. DUNCAN

ATTORNEY AT LAW

VERIZON

711 VAN NESS AVENUE, SUITE 300
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102

WILLIAM NUSBAUM
THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK
SUITE 350



SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102

NATALIE WALES

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
LEGAL DIVISION

ROOM 4107

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

MICHAEL FOREMAN

ASSOCIATE DIRECTOR-STATE REGULATORY
AT&T CALIFORNIA

525 MARKET STREET, 19TH FLOOR 30
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

STEVEN H. KUKTA

SPRINT NEXTEL CORP.

201 MISSION STREET, SUITE 1400
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

PETER A. CASCIATO

A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION
355 BRYANT STREET, SUITE 410
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94107

MARGARET L. TOBIAS

MANDELL LAW GROUP, PC

THREE EMBARCADERO CENTER, SIXTH FL.
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

PATRICK M. ROSVALL

ATTORNEY AT LAW

COOPER WHITE & COOPER, LLP

201 CALIFORNIA STREET, 17TH FLOOR
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

EARL NICHOLAS SELBY

ATTORNEY AT LAW

LAW OFFICES OF EARL NICHOLAS SELBY
418 FLORENCE STREET

711 VAN NESS AVENUE
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102

DAVID P. DISCHER

GENERAL ATTORNEY

AT&T CALIFORNIA

525 MARKET STREET, ROOM 2027
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

PETER HAYES

PACIFIC BELL TELEPHONE COMPANY
515 MARKET STREET, ROOM 1919
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

THOMAS J. SELHORST

SENIOR PARALEGAL

AT&T CALIFORNIA

525 MARKET STREET, RM. 2023
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

JOHN L. CLARK

ATTORNEY AT LAW

GOODIN MACBRIDE SQUERI DAY & LAMPREYLLP
505 SANSOME STREET, SUITE 900

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

MARK P. SCHREIBER

ATTORNEY AT LAW

COOPER, WHITE & COOPER, LLP

201 CALIFORNIA STREET, 17TH FLOOR
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

SUZANNE TOLLER

ATTORNEY AT LAW

DAVIS WRIGHT TREMAINE

505 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 800
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111-6533

TERRY L. MURRAY
MURRAY & CRATTY

8627 THORS BAY ROAD
EL CERRITO, CA 94530



PALO ALTO, CA 94301-1705

DOUGLAS GARRETT

COX COMMUNICATIONS

2200 POWELL STREET, STE. 1035
EMERYVILLE, CA 94608

LEON M. BLOOMFIELD

ATTORNEY AT LAW

WILSON & BLOOMFIELD, LLP

1901 HARRISON STREET, SUITE 1620
OAKLAND, CA 94612

MELISSA KASNITZ

DISABILITY RIGHTS ADVOCATES
2001 CENTER STREET, THIRD FLOOR
BERKELEY, CA 94704-1204

CHARLES BORN

MANAGER OF GOVT. AND EXT.AFFAIRS
CITIZENS TELECOMMUNICATIONS CO.
9260 E. STOCKTON BLVD.

ELK GROVE, CA 95624

CINDY MANHEIM

SENIOR REGULATORY COOUNSEL
CINGULAR WIRELESS

PO BOX 97061

REDMOND, WA 98073-9761

Information Only

TREVOR R. ROYCROFT PHD.
ROYCROFT CONSULTING

51 SEA MEADOW LANE
BREWSTER, MA 02631

LA TANYA LINZIE

COX CALIFORNIA TELCOM,L.L.C. DBA COX COM
2200 POWELL STREET, SUITE 1035
EMERYVILLE, CA 94608

LESLA LEHTONEN

ASSISTANT GENERAL COUNSEL

CALIFORNIA CABLE TELEVISION ASSOCIATION
360 22ND STREET, NO. 750

OAKLAND, CA 94612

SCOTT CRATTY

MURRAY & CRATTY, LLC
725 VICHY HILLS DRIVE
UKIAH, CA 95482

BETH FUJIMOTO
DIRECTOR-EXTERNAL AFFAIRS
CINGULAR WIRELESS

PO BOX 97061

REDMOND, WA 98073-9761

CHRIS FRENTRUP

SPRINT NEXTEL

2001 EDMUND HALLEY DRIVE
RESTON, VA 20191-3436



PHILIP H. KAPLAN

CHAIR

19262 PEBBLE BEACH PLACE
NORTHRIDGE, CA 91326-1444

JACQUE LOPEZ

VERIZON CALIFORNIA INC.
CA501LB

112 LAKEVIEW CANYON ROAD
THOUSAND OAKS, CA 91362-3811

MARCEL HAWIGER
ATTORNEY AT LAW
THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK

711 VAN NESS AVENUE, SUITE 350
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102
KRISTIN L. JACOBSON

SPRINT NEXTEL

200 MISSION STREET, SUITE 1400
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

JOSEPH F. WIEDMAN

ATTORNEY AT LAW

GOODIN MACBRIDE SQUERI DAY & LAMPREY LLP
505 SANSOME STREET, SUITE 900

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

MARTIN A. MATTES

ATTORNEY AT LAW

NOSSAMAN, GUTHNER, KNOX & ELLIOTT,
50 CALIFORNIA STREET, 34TH FLOOR
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111-4799

LLP

ANITA C. TAFF-RICE

ATTORNEY AT LAW

LAW OFFICES OF ANITA TAFF-RICE
1547 PALOS VERDES MALL, SUITE 298
WALNUT CREEK, CA 94597

MELISSA W. KASNITZ

DON EACHUS

VERIZON CALIFORNIA, INC.
CA501LB
112 S. LAKE LINDERO CANYON ROAD

THOUSAND OAKS, CA 91362

MICHAEL SHAMES

ATTORNEY AT LAW

UTILITY CONSUMERS' ACTION NETWORK
3100 FIFTH AVENUE, SUITE B

SAN DIEGO, CA 92103

RUDOLPH M. REYES

ATTORNEY AT LAW

VERIZON

711 VAN NESS AVENUE, SUITE 300
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102

MARGARET L. TOBIAS
ATTORNEY AT LAW

MANDELL LAW GROUP, PC
THREE EMBARCADERO CENTER,
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94110

SIXTH FLOOR

SARAH DEYOUNG
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
CALTEL

50 CALIFORNIA STREET, SUITE 1500
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

KATIE NELSON

DAVIS WRIGHT TREMAINE, LLP

505 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 800
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111-6533

MARIA POLITZER

CALIFORNIA CABLE & TELECOM ASSOCIATION
360 22ND STREET, NO. 750

OAKLAND, CA 94612

JOE CHICOINE



DISABILITY RIGHTS ADVOCATES
2001 CENTER STREET, THIRD FLOOR
BERKELEY, CA 94704-1204

MARGARET FELTS

PRESIDENT

CALIFORNIA COMMUNICATIONS ASSN
1851 HERITAGE LANE STE 255
SACRAMENTO, CA 95815-4923

State Service

ALEX KOSKINEN

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
PROGRAM MANAGEMENT & IMPLEMENTATION BRAN
AREA 3-D

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

DONNA G. WONG

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
PROGRAM MANAGEMENT & IMPLEMENTATION BRAN
AREA 3-E

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

JAMES SIMMONS

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
TELECOMMUNICATIONS & CONSUMER ISSUES BRA
ROOM 4108

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

LARRY A. HIRSCH

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
PROGRAM MANAGEMENT & IMPLEMENTATION BRAN
AREA 3-E

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

NATALIE BILLINGSLEY

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
TELECOMMUNICATIONS & CONSUMER ISSUES BRA
ROOM 4108

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

MANAGER, STATE GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS
FRONTIER COMMUNICATIONS
PO BOX 340

ELK GROVE, CA 95759

ANGEL AHSAM

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
PROGRAM MANAGEMENT & IMPLEMENTATION BRAN
AREA 3-E

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

GRETCHEN T. DUMAS

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
LEGAL DIVISION

ROOM 4300

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

KARIN M. HIETA

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
TELECOMMUNICATIONS & CONSUMER ISSUES BRA
ROOM 4108

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

MARIE AMPARO WORSTER

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
PROGRAM MANAGEMENT & IMPLEMENTATION BRAN
AREA 3-E

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

NORMAN C. LOW

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
PROGRAM MANAGEMENT & IMPLEMENTATION BRAN
AREA 3-E

505 VAN NESS AVENUE



SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

PAUL S. PHILLIPS

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ELECTRICITY RESOURCES & PRICING BRANCH
ROOM 4101

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

ROBERT HAGA

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
EXECUTIVE DIVISION

ROOM 5304

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

TYRONE CHIN

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
PROGRAM MANAGEMENT & IMPLEMENTATION BRAN
AREA 3-E

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
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SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

RICHARD CLARK

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
CONSUMER PROTECTION AND SAFETY DIVISION
ROOM 2205

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

THOMAS R. PULSIFER

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
DIVISION OF ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGES
ROOM 5016

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

RANDY CHINN

CHIEF CONSULTANT

SENATE ENERGY UTILITIES & COMMUNICATIONS
STATE CAPITOL, ROOM 4038

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814



